testified that it made no difference to him whether Mr. Paugh
"hit" Mr. Beckman from the back or "pushed" him from the back.
As far as he was concerned, if Mr. Paugh was the aggressor
and came around behind Mr. Beckman and pushed him into the
machine "that's it" (Tr. 150).  Mr. Polce confirmed that all
versions of the incident including Mr. Paugh1s, were consid-
ered by management during its investigation, and it was con-
cluded that Mr, Beckman was not the aggressor.

Mr. Gearhart confirmed that management considered all
versions of the incident, including Mr. Paugh's, but accepted
Mr. Beckman's and Mr. Sislerfs version of the event.
Mr. Gearhart testified that considering all of the circum-
stances, including the fact that Mr. Beckman's hat flew off,
that he was either hit or pushed into the bolter, the fact
that Mr. Paugh was angry and cursed Mr. Beckman, and the fact
that Mr. Beckman grabbed Mr. Paugh to restrain him, manage-
ment concluded that a fight had taken place between Mr. Paugh
and Mr. Beckman, and that Mr. Paugh was the aggressor.  It
was also concluded that Mr. Beckman had acted properly by not
returning any blows and by seeking out his foreman to report
the matter. Mr. Gearhart further confirmed that he person-
ally found Mr. Beckman's version of the incident to be more
credible than Mr. Paugh's, and he believed that Mr. Paugh
lied when he stated during his interview that he went around
to Mr. Beckman's side of the bolting machine simply to speak
with him, and that he merely placed his hand on Mr. Beckman's
shoulder.

In his posthearing brief filed on Mr. Paugh's behalf,
counsel asserts that the respondent seized upon the appear-
ance of a fight between Mr. Paugh and Mr. Beckman to support
the discharge of Mr. Paugh. This suggests that either a
fight did not take place, or that the respondent has made it
appear that an otherwise innocuous disagreement between
Mr. Beckman and Mr. Paugh was a fight in order to conceal its
true motive in discharging Mr. Paugh because of his protected
safety activities.  In this regard, during the course of the
hearing, Mr. Paugh's counsel made reference to a finding by
the State of Maryland Department of Unemployment Insurance in
connection with Mr. Paugh's unemployment benefits claim that
the information provided by the respondent during the course
of the processing of Mr. Paugh's claim was insufficient to
substantiate the alleged fight. That "finding" is stated on
a Notice of Benefit Determination form dated March 20, 1986
(Exhibit C-4, 8-1).

Mr. Gearhart conceded that he was contacted by a state
unemployment agency representative, and confirmed that the

886actually
